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Abstract: Urban agglomerations—where innovation and knowledge generation activities take 
place—are in a tough competition to become a major player in the global knowledge economy. It is 
claimed that soft measures—namely quality of life and place—help in fostering and attracting talent, 
and consequently draw investment to these urban localities. This paper aims to scrutinise the role of 
soft measures in supporting urban competitiveness through a critical review of the scholarly literature. 
The findings shed some light on whether there is a symbiotic relationship between place quality and 
urban competitiveness. The paper also points out directions for future investigations. 
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1. Introduction 
Globalisation, urbanisation, and industrialisation are rapidly changing the contemporary economy, 
forcing cities across the world to adopt new technologies and strategies in order to become more 
competitive in the era of global rivalry (Lee et al., 2014). The key driver of penetration in the global 
knowledge market is excelling in the knowledge economy by adopting competitive knowledge 
production methods (Yigitcanlar & Velibeyoglu, 2008; De Propris, 2013). This kind of economy, 
however, is not placeless, urban spaces are seen as the natural hosts of creativity, innovation, and 
knowledge production activities (Brown & Mczyski, 2009; Clare, 2013). Today, urban planners and 
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policy-makers, aim to plan for a prosperous local economic development, find the concept of 
knowledge economy highly relevant (Frenkel et al., 2013; Yigitcanlar, 2014). Subsequently, space- 
and place-making for the emergence of knowledge economy is acknowledged in urban development 
strategies to response the requirements of the new knowledge sectors (Kunzmann, 2009; Lonnqvist et 
al., 2014; Pancholi et al., 2015; Yigitcanlar & Sarimin, 2015). Urban competitiveness, however, is not 
solely associated with economic factors, quality-based factors—i.e., social and environmental—are 
also an integral part (Mendez & Moral, 2011). This is evident in the recent strategies that focus on 
enriching social and environmental factors of a locality along with enhancing its competitive edge 
through knowledge economy growth (Du et al., 2014). 
The new tendency, high reliance on innovation and knowledge generation, is changing the nature 
of economic activities and making them more knowledge workers focussed. According to the human 
capital theory, knowledge economy growth occurs in places that have high knowledge worker 
concentrations (Laroche et al., 1999; Gabe et al., 2012a). This is to say, urban localities with high-
level of human capital are more likely to generate creative ideas and flourish knowledge industries 
(Arora et al., 2000; Battaglia, 2014). Building on this, Florida (2002) with his ‘creative class thesis’ 
claims that knowledge industries seek places with rich human capital and hence investment and jobs 
follow talent. The relation among creativity, human capital, and firm growth rates indicates that 
attracting knowledge workers could support urban competitiveness (Verdich, 2010; Cabrita et al., 
2013; Alfken et al., 2015). In other words, attracting knowledge workers in urban localities may help 
in bringing creativity and innovation to knowledge spaces for a prosperous urban development and 
successful local economic growth (Badenhorst & Scarf, 2011).  
Considering this viewpoint, it can be said that success of a locality relies not only on the presence 
of a thick industrial clustering, but also a knowledge worker concentration (Searle, 2010). As 
knowledge workers seem to be attracted to localities with socio-cultural activities and high-quality 
environments, urban planners and policy-makers focus on holistic quality-based strategies to attract 
these talented people (Yigitcanlar et al., 2007; Shen & Yang, 2014). Knowledge workers’ perceptions 
about a locality are shaped by the quality-based factors of the community in which they live, work, 
and play. In other words, quality-based factors may define the success of a place, and enhance the 
human capital and competitive edge of a location (Reilly & Renski, 2008).  
The paper, therefore, aims to investigate the relation between quality-based factors and urban 
competitiveness by exploring the role of quality of life (QoL) and quality of place (QoP), as quality-
based factors or soft measures, in attracting knowledge workers, and consequently making cities more 
competitive. With this aim in mind, the study intends to address the question of ‘whether there is a 
symbiotic relationship between place quality and urban competitiveness’. As the methodological 
approach, the paper undertakes a critical review of the key literature—focusing on urban 
competitiveness, knowledge economy, knowledge-based urban development, knowledge worker, 
knowledge city, knowledge cluster, quality of life, and quality of place literature.  
2. Urban Competitiveness 
Globalisation and the digital revolution paved the way of knowledge and innovation industries, 
while weakening the competitive power of the traditional and low-tech industries (Boddy, 1999). 
Contemporary global economies, today, are in transition from commodity-based manufacturing 
activities to innovation-driven knowledge-based ones (Powell & Snellman, 2004; Carrillo, 2014). 
This means transition from material-based value system to knowledge-based one; where intellectual, 
emotional, and relational factors are as critical components as physical infrastructure and survival 
factors (Carrillo, 2015). This is entirely in contrast to the nature of neoclassical economy that 
considers land, labour and capital as the main production factors and driving forces of economic 
growth; while in the new economy, knowledge, in the forms of science, technology, innovation, and 
arts, is recognised as a key factor of growth (Lever, 2000; Van Winden, 2008). Presently, productivity 
growth not only relies on investment in physical assets and labour, but also quality of intangible 
inputs (Benneworth & Hospers, 2007). This new economy, referred to as ‘knowledge economy’ 
encourages organisations and people to acquire, create, disseminate and use knowledge more 
3 
efficiently for economic and social development (Yigitcanlar, 2009). In the era of global knowledge 
economy, knowledge, innovation, creativity, design, and symbolic values as well as productivity are 
central to economic growth and competitiveness (Cooke, 2004; Yigitcanlar et al., 2008b; Bontje& 
Musterd, 2009). 
Global competitiveness, however, is not just a macroeconomic phenomenon. It is also a key 
significance in microeconomic terms (Kitson et al., 2004). This makes urban spaces a highly relevant 
attribute for knowledge economy. These spaces are the locations, where natural endowments, good 
governance, business, human capital, and branding strategies intervene to shape the competitive edge 
(Charnock et al., 2014). There is a rich literature that describes the territorial aspect of transition 
towards a knowledge economy, and argues the links between generation of knowledge, learning and 
innovation processes in urban spaces, and economic growth (Van Winden et al., 2007). Knowledge as 
a major factor of production needs urban spaces to foster as milieus of innovation (Pancholi et al., 
2014). During the last several decades, digital infrastructures, high-tech industrial sectors, and 
advanced services shaped urban form characteristics of the new era. At present, globalisation and 
advancement in ICTs along with far-reaching structural changes have been strongly reforming the 
nature of urban competition and growth; and urban policies are heavily influenced by this shift 
(Gibney et al., 2009). Increased importance of knowledge generation, innovation, and creativity for 
development leads to the formation of strategies sensitive to them (Anttiroiko, 2015). These strategies 
focus on generating knowledge and translating it into different forms of innovation to move towards 
new forms of urban development. Such development not only has economic and competitiveness 
considerations, but also contains innovation system, human capital, and networking aspects. 
Competitiveness occurs at different national, regional, city and cluster levels, and depends on 
generation and application of the knowledge-based development in all these levels (Begg, 1999). 
Competitiveness in different levels of emergence, however, is not an isolated mechanism. For 
instance, cities with better economic performance indicate that the capacity of a city to compete is 
influenced by an interaction between the attributes of cities as locations and the strengths and 
weaknesses of clusters, firms and other economic agents active in them. Nonetheless, urban 
competitiveness includes physical characteristics of place and human issues, and these are wider than 
cluster and firm competitiveness that focuses on profit and market share (Rogerson, 1999). Moreover, 
cities are the nexuses of regional economic development, control the competitiveness of the region, 
and contribute to the national economic growth (Guo et al., 2015). Consequently, cities—as the 
connection ring of macro and micro level economic scales—are engines of economic growth. Cities 
generate well-connected urban spaces to empower them in global competitiveness (Gabe et al., 
2012b). Competitiveness of a city generally relies on its economic performance, social development, 
quality of environment, and external connection dimensions. On the other hand, competitiveness 
ability of cities relies on the generation of new knowledge to form a basis of their knowledge 
economy excellence. Nevertheless, success of a city is also in a close connection with competitive 
advantage of the region, which is placed in, and the clusters, which are contained. According to Dou 
et al. (2000, p. 106), “[u]rban competitiveness displays as its innovation ability and the ability of 
pushing the whole region for further development”. Shifting to knowledge economy also influences 
dimensions of regional competitiveness; as Kitson et al. (2004, p. 994) explain, today “regional 
competitiveness means much more than the potential ability to export or the surplus in trade balance, 
and that it reaches far beyond the production of goods to include a wide-range of material and 
immaterial inputs and their mobility, from housing and infrastructure to communications to social 
networks”.  
This is to say, “[r]egional competitiveness includes the traditional factors of labour market 
conditions and transport costs, as well as company size, research and intensity, innovative capacity, 
and export orientation as important locational endowments” (Budd & Hirmis, 2004, p. 1022). 
Regional environment, nowadays, strongly supports knowledge activities to generate innovations and 
foster a mix of internal and external resources and investments for a regional knowledge economic 
growth (Benneworth & Hospers, 2007). In terms of clustering, there is a significant relation between 
agglomeration of economic activities and enhancing the competitiveness advantage of cities and 
regions (Krugman, 1993, 1998; Porter, 2001a, 2001b). Today, cities are the sites of comparative 
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advantage forming agglomeration economies as hubs of knowledge and innovation that host milieus 
of innovation (Budd & Hirmis, 2004). In this context, knowledge clusters generate competitive 
benefits that motivate demand for complementary activities and improve the general business climate 
within spatially bounded limits. The existing competitive strengths of clusters magnet investment, 
making them centres of physical infrastructure and virtual communications hubs (Bontje & Musterd, 
2009). This suggests that urban spaces in every level (i.e., region, city, cluster) should be engaged in a 
collaborative mechanism to support competitiveness efforts. 
To measure urban competitiveness, earlier studies mainly focused on economic factors and 
ignored the other dimensions (Guo et al., 2015). For example, according to Porter (1990), 
employment of resources, competitiveness, and productivity are basically the same thing, and the only 
meaningful concept of competitiveness is productivity. As for Porter (1998), a country’s ability to 
improve its QoL depends entirely on its ability to raise its output per worker. However, at the 
moment, becoming more competitive requires a better understanding of the key drivers of urban 
development, rather than solely focusing on economic measures. More recent studies adopted a 
multidimensional perspective in determining urban competitiveness. For instance, Dou et al. (2000) 
explain that urban competitiveness reflects the production capacity as well as residents’ living 
qualities, innovative milieu, and the city’s position in innovation networks. Van Winden (2008) 
believes competitive advantages of urban spaces rely on a diversified economy as well as a strong 
knowledge base, and a high-level QoL. Du et al. (2014) point out that urban competitiveness aids 
enhancing not only overall performance of economic, but also sociocultural, environmental, and 
locational dimensions. Today, economic productivity, knowledge infrastructure, and social capital are 
crucial dimensions that get urban places ready for the knowledge economy. As a fact, being 
competitive in the global knowledge economy requires all levels of urban spaces—i.e., region, city, 
cluster—to become appealing to investment and talent. This requires not only focusing on economic, 
but also social and environmental values (Van Winden, 2013). 
3. Talent and Investment 
In the era of global competition, positioning of urban spaces as attractive places is a challenging 
task, requiring attraction-oriented development strategies to absorb both internal and external 
resources (Benneworth & Hospers, 2007). The essential function in global attractiveness is the types 
of values that each place can attract from the global value flows (Anttiroiko, 2015). In order to 
enhance urban competitiveness, attracting and retaining human capital and industries are seen as vital 
strategies (Frenkel et al., 2013). Today, urban spaces are in tough competition over new technologies, 
investment, and talent (Camagni, 2002; Florida, 2006; De Noni et al., 2014; Du et al., 2014). Cities, as 
the core of knowledge infrastructure, are empowered by attracting both knowledge workers and 
industries, and also by the presence of innovative knowledge clusters to host both (Kunzmann, 2004; 
Scheel & Rivera, 2013). These clusters are high performing, dynamic, and innovative hubs with 
strong industrial linkages and social networking potentials (Aziz & Norhashim, 2008).  
Place attractiveness, at present, mostly relies on social aspects rather than industrial ones. Earlier 
works, such as Porter (1990), concentrate on occupation- or industry-based definitions—e.g., cost—as 
the measures of economic competitiveness. These studies suggest economic activities—i.e., 
industries—could be moved to a low-cost location for profitability. Later works, such as Glaeser 
(1998), focus on the role of human capital—as knowledge workers—for economic success. In this 
viewpoint, knowledge economy depends on new ideas that is generated by human capital of the exact 
location, and cannot easily be transferred across distance. In the light of this, Florida (2002) 
emphasises the importance of attracting not only human capital, but also the right kind of them—so-
called creative class. He focuses on spatial conditions of places as a significant tool to attract 
knowledge workers. Accordingly, in recent years planners and policy-makers started to pay attention 
to make urban places more attractive to knowledge workers (Baum et al., 2009; Lawton et al., 2010; 
Reve et al., 2015). Furthermore, knowledge workers generate an added value for urban spaces by 
improving their reputation, and inspiring their globalisation (Flew, 2006, 2010; He & Gebhardt, 
2014).  
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Florida (2006) offers technology, talent, and tolerance as three major components of urban 
competitiveness. Technology explains the industrial aspect of knowledge economy, talent corresponds 
to the importance of human capital, and tolerance demonstrates the influence of place. However, 
Florida’s creative class thesis is highly criticised. Numerous scholars critique not only the notion of 
talent, but also technology and tolerance (Gleaser 2004; Markusen, 2006; Clifton, 2008; Asheim & 
Hansen, 2009; Storper & Scott, 2009; Darchen & Tremblay, 2010; Tremblay & Darchen, 2010). As 
for Sands and Reese (2013, p. 72), ‘[o]ne of the most often criticized aspects of the creative class 
approach is the amorphous nature of the concept itself. The distinctions between creative 
class individuals and the creative economy have not always been clearly drawn in the academic 
literature or in policy discourse. This lack of precision makes rigorous analysis difficult, if not 
impossible”. 
In terms of talent, Florida emphasises success of knowledge economy is more about attracting 
knowledge workers, and defines ‘talent’ as quality of a region’s workforce, which is a key 
determinant of a region’s economic success by translating their creativity into economic returns 
(Petrov, 2008; Alfken et al., 2015). Similarly, Clifton (2008) explains that knowledge workers are 
recognised as the motivating force of knowledge economy, which generate innovation and new 
knowledge, develop technology-intensive products, and subsequently power economic growth. In 
contrast, Markusen (2006) denies any clear relation between knowledge workers and urban growth. 
Creative class thesis suggests a measure of knowledge workers based on professional occupations 
including technology, innovation, arts, culture, professionals, managers, and educators (Darchen & 
Tremblay, 2010). Florida et al. (2008, p. 625) describe knowledge workers as individuals “who 
engages in complex problem solving that involves a great deal of independent judgment and requires 
high levels of education or human capital”. Likewise, Clifton and Cooke (2009) define these workers 
as people who are involved in the creation of new knowledge as a key constituent of their work, or 
use existing knowledge in new ways, combinations and so on. On the other hand, there are scholars 
that are against the occupational measurement of knowledge workers. For instance, Markusen (2006) 
rejects the relevance of creativity and the generation of knowledge, with high-level of education. She 
demonstrates creative occupations such as airplane pilots and ship engineers that are not mentioned in 
Florida’s occupation category. In her view, occupation- and education-based dimensions are not 
comprehensive measurements of creative people. Besides, Asheim and Hansen (2009) criticise 
Florida for his general definition of creative occupations, and they introduce more detailed categories 
of synthetic, analytical, and symbolic works and workers. Considering all these views, we can say that 
most of the arguments are about the measures and definitions of knowledge workers, and the 
significant role that knowledge workers play in knowledge economy growth is a widely accepted 
notion. 
In terms of investment, Florida (2005) views knowledge workers coming before knowledge 
industries. Many scholars share this view and claim attracting knowledge workers in return will 
attract investment, and eventually stimulate economic growth (e.g., Boren & Young, 2013; Martin et 
al., 2015). In other words, firms will follow talented workers (Clifton, 2008), meaning initially 
economic and social growth, and urban development will rely on people climate, rather than solely 
business climate (Yigitcanlar et al., 2007; Pancholi et al., 2014). However in contrast, there is 
literature that disagrees with this view, and emphasises the dominant role of industrial factors in both 
urban and economic growth (Storper & Scott, 2009). In this strongly industrial and economic climate 
viewpoint, attracting industries escalates the demand for knowledge workers in the industrial and 
service sectors, consequently knowledge workers will follow the firms that will hire those (Storper & 
Manville, 2006). Both of these perspectives have valid points, and thus it can be said that attracting 
knowledge workers is as important as knowledge industries. Thus perhaps a combined approach 
would be ideal in efforts of urban localities to become highly competitive in the global knowledge 
economy. 
4. Soft and Hard Factors 
In order to attract knowledge workers, creating liveable and attractive environments is considered 
as a central strategy for the knowledge economy growth (McCann, 2004). Exploring the reasons that 
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attract knowledge workers to an urban space, therefore, is a crucial issue for urban planners as a key 
factor of economy and urban competitiveness (Reilly & Renski, 2008; Morais et al., 2013). In this 
case, knowledge spaces that are aiming to foster, attract, and retain knowledge workers should deliver 
knowledge workers’ expectations (Yigitcanlar, et al., 2007). Some scholars argue that knowledge 
workers choose locations based on non-economic factors that address the importance of quality-based 
value conditions (Gleaser, 2005; Reilly & Renski, 2008). Despite the traditional hard or tangible 
location factors for companies, over recent years, the competitiveness of regions and cities has also 
require investing on soft or intangible location factors. Hard factors mainly include dimensions such 
as income, property values, office space, accessibility, traffic and technical infrastructure, and tax 
regimes. Soft measures or factors, in contrast, contain social, environmental, and natural amenities 
such as residential amenities, aesthetics and cultural amenities, tolerance for alternative lifestyles, 
ethnic diversity, cultural scenes, and creation of meeting places for business and leisure purposes 
(McCann, 2004; Kloosterman & Trip, 2011). Therefore, as shown in a number of studies, locational 
choice in response to amenity values—e.g., QoL and QoP—is a growing issue for knowledge 
workers, and becomes an important element of contemporary urban development (Boren & Young, 
2013; Brown, 2015). 
Florida (2002) highlights the role of quality-based factors such as amenities, openness, and 
tolerance in attracting knowledge workers. On the other hand, some scholars emphasise the role of 
economic factors and local employment opportunities in their locational choices (Storper & Manville, 
2006; Storper & Scott, 2009; Darchen & Tremblay, 2010; Scott, 2010; Alfken et al., 2015). Storper 
and Manville (2006) and Storper and Scott (2009) argue that knowledge workers choose to locate, 
based on their talents, economic amenities and career opportunities. Peck (2005) and Alfken et al. 
(2015) find no evidence to prove such amenity factors play a decisive role in attracting knowledge 
workers to particular locations. In contrast, locational choice of this group relies more on economic 
advantages of a place. Darchen and Tremblay (2010) and Zolnik (2010) test the role of quality-based 
factors, respectively on location choice of young knowledge workers. Their results display the 
importance of career opportunity rather than amenity issues. However, Brown and Mczyski (2009) 
reveal that attracting knowledge workers involved a mix of hard labour market and economic factors 
and soft quality-based factors. In recent years, this combined approach has gained more popularity 
(Boddy, 1999; Boren & Young, 2013).  
This approach is advocated in several popular urban development strategies, including: (i) 
Knowledge-based urban development (KBUD); (ii) Knowledge cities; (iii) City branding, and; (iv) 
Knowledge clusters. These strategies aim to increase the competitive advantage of urban places for 
knowledge workers and industries through engaging both infrastructure-based hard factors and 
quality-based soft factors. KBUD aims to provide a multidimensional and balanced development of 
city-regions through achieving viable economies, as well as the social justice, environmental 
sustainability and good governance (see Yigitcanlar et al., 2008a; Yigitcanlar, 2011; Sarimin & 
Yigitcanlar, 2012; Yigitcanlar et al., 2015; Yigitcanlar & Bulu, 2015). Knowledge cities support the 
individual identity and provide infrastructures of a high-level QoL, while aiming to form a sustainable 
development, in which environment is more liveable, economic growth is profitable and above all 
QoL is higher (Carrillo, 2006; Brown, 2010; Anttiroiko et al., 2014; Lee, 2014). Competitiveness and 
attractiveness of cities strongly rely on effective definition, communication and management of that 
city’s image; and branding, hence, is critical for making cities appealing for local and global talent 
and investment (Braun et al., 2013; De Noni et al., 2014; Anttiroiko, 2015). Clustering of knowledge 
industries is a significant mechanism for combination of hard and soft factors; and in recent years 
many scholars advocate development of high-quality and multi-activity knowledge spaces 
(Andersson, 2004; Youtie & Shapira, 2008; Ketelhohn et al., 2015). 
As a result of these strategies, amenity values have become an effective mechanism—beside career 
opportunities and economic factors—to attract knowledge workers and industries. In this context, 
planners and policy-makers, today, are faced with the following types and levels of quality issues, 
which define the specific attributes of urban spaces to determine the attractiveness of them as places 
to work, live, and play (Lambiri et al., 2007). 
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Firstly, in the regional level quality is mostly measured by general capital system elements that 
include the quality and skills of the labour force (i.e., human capital), the extent, depth and orientation 
of social networks and institutional forms (i.e., social/institutional/relational capital), the range and 
quality of cultural facilities and assets (i.e., cultural capital), the presence of an innovative and 
creative class (i.e., knowledge/creative capital), the scale and quality of public infrastructure (i.e., 
infrastructural capital), an efficient productive base to the regional economy (i.e., productive/financial 
capital), and also environmental capital (Kitson et al., 2004; Carrillo et al., 2014; Gridneva & 
Noennig, 2014).  
Secondly, there are a number of studies that consider QoL as a significant element in the contexts 
of urban competitiveness (Yu & Gu, 2004; Shen & Yang, 2014). QoL is “the overall level of 
wellbeing and fulfilment that people enjoy from a combination of their social, economic and 
community environment and their physical and material conditions” (Morais et al., 2013, p.189). The 
quantity and standard of amenities is seen as a suitable indicator of QoL that make cities particularly 
attractive for living and working. Amenities or QoL in this context include both natural (e.g., natural 
environment like proximity to river or mountain, physical beauty) as well as social or human-created 
(e.g., urban spaces, restaurants, public parks, health and education services) phenomena (Ballas, 
2013).  
Lastly, from a detailed perspective, some studies use QoP terms rather than more common concept 
of QoL to define the characteristics of places (Arora et al., 2000; Florida, 2006). QoP as an ongoing 
dynamic process involves tangible and intangible attributes of a community that make it 
distinguishable from other places. In the knowledge economy, places are valued for thick labour 
market, lifestyle options, social interaction, diversity, authenticity, identity, tolerant, and openness to 
new ideas (Florida, 2002; Trip, 2007a; Verdich, 2010; Kloosterman & Trip, 2011; Boren & Young, 
2013). Knowledge workers with creative and knowledge-intensive occupations are drawn to particular 
places on the basis of these QoP amenities (Bereitschaft & Cammack, 2015). Consequently, urban 
places with high quality-based factors in all these types and levels of quality are more likely to attract 
knowledge workers and industries; this is a reason for quality-based factors to gain popularity 
(Lambiri et al., 2007; Jensen, 2011). 
5. Quality of Life and Place  
Unique QoP and rich QoL in knowledge spaces have become strong tools—as cutting-edge 
strategies—for attracting knowledge workers (Reilly & Renski, 2008; Morais et al., 2013). For many 
high-achieving cities knowledge industries and workers are fundamental elements of urban economic 
growth, and QoL and QoP is increasingly considered as an essential appealing element to enhance the 
level of human capital (Trip, 2007b; Kloosterman & Trip, 2011). For this reason, QoL and QoP have 
been investigated from the perspective of competitiveness of cities (Rogerson, 1999; Morais et al., 
2013). 
 According to the creative class thesis, knowledge workers are increasingly attracted to diversity of 
opportunity, ideas and amenities—such as QoL and QoP, access to green space, culture and arts, and 
sources of creativity and innovation (Ling & Dale, 2011). Knowledge workers as well enjoy access to 
advanced tangible and intangible QoL and QoP factors like recreation and consumption patterns 
(Haisch & Klöpper, 2015). Their advanced requirements of QoP are an intense 21st century urban 
environment, seeing the perfected human body, picturesque spaces for human display, being part of a 
new community of strangers, a transport rich environment, and places rich in time (Yigitcanlar et al., 
2007). Overall, knowledge workers expect not only wellbeing, but also advanced amenities from their 
living location. Consequently, urban places with this kind of quality-based factors are more likely to 
appeal to the talent-base (Brown, 2015).  
In this context, Florida (2006), Glaeser (2005), Clifton (2008), and Asheim and Hansen (2009) 
highlight not only the importance of human capital as knowledge workers in urban competitiveness, 
but also the crucial role of quality-based factors in attracting this human capital. However, in contrast 
to Florida (2002) that measure QoP by diversity, tolerance, thick labour market, others have different 
views in locational preferences of knowledge workers. For instance, Glaeser (2005) criticises Florida 
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for relating QoP to attracting bohemian types, who like socially vibrant downtowns and lots of 
density. While, Glaeser believes knowledge workers, exactly alike other people, prefer warm winters, 
big suburban lots with easy access and safe streets and good schools and low taxes. Clifton (2008) 
criticises Florida for the indicators of diversity and tolerance, such as the gay index, and asserts that 
there are more relevant indicators for measuring urban diversity. Furthermore, Asheim and Hansen 
(2009) argue that knowledge workers in different occupation have different preference of place and 
QoP, which is defied by Florida, is not applied to all kind of knowledge workers. As knowledge 
workers, synthetic workers tend to business climate and career opportunities rather than analytic and 
symbolic workers, who have a tendency to people climate and quality-based factors. This shows, 
despite the consensus on the influence of QoL and QoP on attracting knowledge workers, there is not 
yet a holistic view on the preferences of knowledge workers. 
Some scholars also claim places with higher quality amenities have higher amount of human 
capital and as an advantage, more preferable to attract knowledge workers from other places (Arora et 
al., 2000). From this viewpoint, agglomeration of knowledge workers, not only provides face-to-face 
connections as a social value, but also allows for labour market sharing and technological spill-overs, 
which enhance competitive advantage of a place (Clare, 2013). However, some studies refer these 
agglomerations as industrial rather than worker, and claim these advantages are a result of the 
business climate rather than people climate; thus, QoP is not significant for economic development 
(Porter, 2001b). 
Furthermore, since the job mobility is high between knowledge workers, they tend to be attracted 
by living conditions rather than job opportunities; they may easily move somewhere else (Trip, 
2007b). According to Silver and Nichols (2015), this indicates a solid link between quality of urban 
spaces and talent shift However, Storper and Scott (2009) strongly oppose this view, and state that 
local employment opportunities have a significant impact on destination choices of knowledge 
workers, and amenities play no significant role in this regard.  
From the perspective of industries, quality-based factors affect location choices of knowledge 
industries only indirectly (Reilly & Renski, 2008). Knowledge workers seek locations where they 
enjoy high-level QoP (Arora et al., 2000). On the other hand, knowledge industries prefer places 
where enable them to attract and retain knowledge workers (Kloosterman & Trip, 2011). As a result, 
firms ever more seek locations that are rich in amenities to attract and retain knowledge workers 
(Reilly & Renski, 2008). In other words, as success of knowledge industries are depended on talented 
workers, firms seek locations where knowledge workers prefer. Morais et al. (2013, p. 202) 
emphasise, “in new economies, attracting human capital means attracting firms and investment and 
thus economic development for cities”. Therefore, QoP and QoL matter in attracting human capital as 
well as joining human capital and industry (Arora et al., 2000). This is in contrast to Storper and 
Manville’s (2006) work, which emphasises the importance of past traditional economic values and 
argue people follow jobs. As a result, they reject any relation between quality-based factors, level of 
human capital, economy growth, and consequently urban competitiveness.  
Considering abovementioned perspective on the impacts of QoL and QoP, it can be said that the 
economic relevance of an attractive urban place is certain. Generally, there is an inevitable relation 
between QoL and QoP, location choice of knowledge workers, city’s economic performance and 
urban growth (Trip, 2007a; Kloosterman & Trip, 2011). In the era of knowledge economy, QoL and 
QoP play important roles in attracting firms and individuals and consequently in enhancing urban 
competitiveness (Lambiri et al., 2007). This makes urban planners and policy-makers to focus on 
strategies, which shape places with attractive attributes to appeal knowledge workers (Bontje & 
Musterd, 2009). 
6. Discussion and Conclusion 
Globalisation and the digital revolution have entirely changed the nature of economy, which 
heavily relies on the knowledge-based activities. This economy type is engaged with knowledge, 
learning, and innovation processes mainly in urban spaces. Transition to knowledge economy has 
shaped a new form of urban competitiveness in which every level of urban spaces—i.e., regions, 
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cities, clusters—are in harmony for enhancing their mostly intangible creative and innovative values. 
This is in contrast to previous perception of urban competitiveness that regards a place based on 
tangible values such as material and cheap labour resources. This difference directly comes from the 
changing nature of the economy. While in the neoclassic economy productivity is formed through 
employment of resources, in the knowledge economy generating new marketable ideas shapes it. 
Although, the meaning of productivity is different in both economic perspectives, dimensions of 
urban competitiveness in the 21st century are impacted by this change. Consequently, this paper 
argues that the dimensions of urban competitiveness no longer rely on just tangible economic factors. 
Creating new ideas for a prosperous knowledge economy also needs intangible foundations, which 
relate to social and human factors. Thus, urban competitiveness is highly interweaved with both 
industrial and socio-spatial factors. 
Urban spaces compete over attracting social and environmental values as well as industrial values 
from the global resources of investment and human capital. Consequently, contemporary urban 
competitiveness perspective—unlike Porter’s (1998) view in which productivity and industries are 
solely adequate for economic growth—tends to engage human capital as the creator of knowledge 
(Glaeser, 1998). Meanwhile, Florida (2002) introduces the creative class thesis that emphasises the 
role of knowledge workers—as a subclass of human capital—in generating creative activities, driving 
knowledge economy, and empowering urban competitiveness. Up until here, most scholars accept this 
idea. Then, Florida claims this kind of workers is as important as industries, and hence investment 
will follow them. It is mainly this part of Florida’s view that stimulates heavy criticism. Many 
scholars persist on the role of traditional industrial factors rather than people climate in economy 
prosperity and urban growth (Storper & Manville, 2006; Storper & Scott, 2009). On the other hand, 
during the last decade, there is a wide-range of research that are based on the creative class thesis 
(Clifton, 2008; Boren & Young, 2013; De Noni et al., 2014; Martin et al., 2015). In the light of the 
literature, this paper advocates that the traditional role of industries and productivity cannot be 
ignored in economic growth. However, to drive a thriving knowledge economy, knowledge workers 
are at least as important as industries. Hence, attracting knowledge workers is a significant 
undertaking for increasing competitiveness of cities. 
Stated by Currid-Halketta and Stolarick (2013, p. 67), “[t]heoretically, the creative class remains a 
potent and important construct in the economic development debate”. Thus, in order to attract 
knowledge workers, Florida brings up the next section of his thesis in which QoP is considered as an 
efficient tool for appealing to talent. Florida and other scholars explain how the impact of quality-
based factors dominates the importance of traditional infrastructure-based hard factors—in locational 
choices of knowledge workers (Gleaser, 2004; McCann, 2004; Reilly & Renski, 2008; Kloosterman 
& Trip, 2011). This view attracts some opposition. Several empirical investigations highlight that 
career opportunities and other economic factors are preferred over quality-based factors for 
knowledge workers (Peck, 2005; Storper & Manville, 2006; Storper & Scott, 2009; Darchen & 
Tremblay, 2010; Alfken et al., 2015). Meanwhile, some emphasise the harmonic collaborative role of 
hard and soft factors (e.g., Brown & Mczyski, 2009). The findings demonstrate such balanced 
viewpoint is more likely to support urban policy and planning outcomes. New urban strategies such as 
KBUD, knowledge cities, city branding, and knowledge clustering that invest on quality-based factors 
as well as hard factors are potentially effective approaches (Sarimin & Yigitcanlar, 2011). Attempts 
adopting these strategies demonstrate success of urban spaces in establishing a close linkage to the 
level and type of quality-based factors that a location offers.  
While from this literature investigation it is not easy to prove or disprove a symbiotic relationship 
between place quality and urban competitiveness, quality-based factors surely support urban 
competitiveness to a degree. This paper underlines that high-level QoL and QoP enhance the 
competitive edges of an urban space through attracting knowledge workers. While knowledge 
workers are footloose and frequently shift jobs and locations, they no longer choose a place solely 
based on career opportunities. This indicates that urban spaces to become prosperous in the global 
competitiveness—for attracting knowledge workers—need to present more than a thick labour 
market. As agglomerations of knowledge workers contribute to high-level QoL and QoP, these factors 
have also become important for industries and cities. Accordingly, competitive power of urban spaces 
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in attracting investment and talent certainly is an area that requires futher investigation to surface the 
possible symbiotic relation between competitiveness and place quality. 
This paper scrutinised the importance of QoL and QoP for urban competitiveness in aiding urban 
policy makers, planners, designers and developers in their policy, planning, design, and construction 
tasks to achieve a high-level competitive edge. However, the findings also raised new questions for 
future studies. Firstly, knowledge workers contain a wide-range of occupations that are unlikely to 
have similar preferences of life, job or entertainment—e.g., analytic, synthetic, symbolic. Hence, a 
comprehensive identification of different type of knowledge workers and their different expectations 
and preferences, as well have different perceptions of QoL and QoP, are needed to be investigated. 
Secondly, there are knowledge spaces in different scales and levels—i.e., region, city, cluster—of 
emergence. However, it is not clear which kind of quality-based factors can be provided for these 
different level and scale of knowledge spaces. Thus, redefining the indicators of quality-based factors 
in different levels of knowledge spaces, with different types of knowledge workers and industries, is 
necessary. Lastly, existing indicators of QoL and QoP, which are defined by Florida and others, are 
mostly concerned of American, European and Australian city contexts. As QoL and QoP are in a 
close relation with spatial attributes of a location—exactly local characteristics of a place—existing 
definitions and indicators of QoL and QoP may not be fully applicable to other city contexts of the 
world. Therefore, it is essential to pursue developing customised frameworks of QoL and QoP, 
involving unique local characteristics. 
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